REMARKS 

Applicants respectfully request further examination and reconsideration in 
view of the instant response. Claims 1-11 and 13-44 remain pending in the case. 
Claims 1-11 and 13-44 are rejected. Claims 1,16 and 30 are amended herein. 
No new matter has been added as a result of the amendments. 

35 U.S.C. S103- Claims 1-5, 7, 8, 11, 13, 14, 16, 17. 19-22, 30, 36, 37 and 44 
The Office Action mailed July 26, 2007, states that Claims 1-5, 7, 8, 1 1 , 
13, 14, 16, 17, 19-22, 30, 36, 37 and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2004/0196975 
by Zhu et al., hereinafter referred to as "Zhu," in view of "Definition of 
Cryptographic Checksum" (pulled from http://searchsecurity.techtarget.com/ 
sDefinition/0,,sid14_gci869866,00.html), hereinafter referred to as "Definition." 
Applicants have reviewed Zhu and Definition and respectfully submit that the 
embodiments of the present invention as recited in Claims 1-5, 7, 8, 11, 13, 14, 
16, 17, 19-22, 30, 36, 37 and 44 are patentable over the combination of Zhu and 
Definition for at least the following rationale. 

Applicants respectfully direct the Examiner to independent Claim 1 that 
recites that an embodiment of the present invention is directed to (emphasis 
added): 

A method for ensuring integrity of data, comprising: 
separating an amount of data into segments comprising a 
plurality of truncatable units, wherein a truncatable unit is a portion 
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of a packet pavload that can be truncated from said packet 
pavload : 

computing a cryptograplnic checksum for a said segment; 

and 

combining a segment and an associated cryptographic 
checksum into a data packet. 

Independent Claims 16 and 30 include similar recitations. Claims 2-5, 7, 8, 11, 
13 and 14 that depend from independent Claim 1, Claims 17 and 19-22 that 
depend from independent Claim 16, and Claims 36, 37 and 44 that depend from 
independent Claim 30 also include these embodiments. 

"As reiterated by the Supreme Court in KSR, the framework for the 
objective analysis for determining obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103 is stated in 
Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966). Obviousness is 
a question of law based on underlying factual inquiries" including "[a]scertaining 
the differences between the claimed invention and the prior art" (MPEP 2141(11)). 
"In determining the differences between the prior art and the claims, the question 
under 35 U.S.C. 103 is not whether the differences themselves w ould have been 
obvious, but whether the claimed invention as a whole w ould have been obvious" 
(emphasis in original; MPEP 2141.02(1)). Applicants note that "[t]he prior art 
reference (or references when combined) need not teach or suggest all the claim 
limitations, however. Office personnel must explain whv the difference(s) 
between the prior art and the claimed invention would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art " (emphasis added; MPEP 2141(111)). 
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Applicants respectfully submit that Zhu is very different from the claimed 
embodiments. Applicants understand Zhu to teach a system and method "for 
fully scalable encryption of scalable multimedia" (Abstract). In particular, 
Applicants respectfully submit that that Zhu at least does not teach, describe or 
suggest "separating an amount of data into segments comprising a plurality of 
truncatable units, wherein a truncatable unit is a portion of a packet pavload that 
can be truncated from said packet pavload " (emphasis added) as recited in 
independent Claim 1, and the similar recitations of independent Claims 16 and 
30. 



Applicants understand Zhu to disclose a base layer encrypter that is used 
for encrypting and authenticating data ([0042]). With reference to FIG. 1 of Zhu, 
"[t]he exemplary multimedia device 202 receives a scalable multimedia content 
102 having a base layer 106 and at least one enhancement layer 108, for 
example, a scalable MPEG-4 FGS bitstream, and encrypts the multimedia 
content 102 into a scalable encrypted multimedia content 210 using the 
exemplary encryption engine 204" ([0036]). In particular, Zhu recites that "[t]he 
FGS bitstream will be used herein as an example of a scalable multimedia 
content 102. FGS divides the multimedia content 102 into one base layer 106 
and in the following examples, one enhancement laver 108 . In the FGS profile, 
an FGS video object plane mode (FGS VOP) uses the base layer 106 as a 
reference source for prediction of enhancement layer VOPs while an FGS 

temporal video object plane mode (FGST VOP) can use forward, backward, or 
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bi-direction prediction from the base layer 106 for enhancement layer VOPs" 
(emphasis added; [0037]). 

With reference to FIG. 3, Zhu recites " Ftlhe base layer encrvpter 104, 
which receives (and/or derives) the base layer 106 from the multimedia content 
102 , is communicatively coupled with the enhancement layer encrypter 208, 
which receives (and/or derives) one or more enhancement layers 108 from the 
multimedia content 102 " (emphasis added; [0039]). Moreover, with reference to 
FIG. 2, Zhu recites "[a]s executed by the exemplary encryption engine 204, a 
sequence of input data, e.g.. a segment of a multimedia content 102 representing 
a video frame or cell of base layer content (that consists of or is analogous to 
hundreds of "machine words"), is processed by the CBC-type primitive" 
(emphasis added; [0043]). 

Applicants understand Zhu to disclose that the multimedia content 102 is 
divided into base layer 106 and enhancement layer 108 for separate processing 
at the encryption engine 204 at base layer encrypter 104 and enhancement layer 
encrypter 208, respectively (see [0039]). Therefore, Applicants respectfully 
submit that Zhu does not teach, describe or suggest "separating an amount of 
data into segments comprising a plurality of truncatable units, wherein a 
truncatable unit is a portion of a packet pavload that can be truncated from said 
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packet pavload " (emphasis added) as recited in independent Claim 1, and the 
similar recitations of independent Claims 16 and 30. 



Applicants respectfully submit that Definition does not overcome the 
shortcomings of Zhu. In particular, Applicants respectfully submit that Definition 
also does not teach, describe or suggest "separating an amount of data into 
segments comprising a plurality of truncatable units, wherein a truncatable unit is 
a portion of a packet pavload that can be truncated from said packet pavload " 
(emphasis added) as claimed. As understood by the Applicants, Definition 
recites a definition for the term "cryptographic checksum." Applicants respectfully 
submit that Definition does not teach, describe or suggest "truncatable units" as 
claimed. In particular, Applicants submit that Definition is silent to such a 
teaching. Therefore, Applicants respectfully submit that Definition shares at least 
some of the shortcomings of Zhu. Thus, Definition, alone or in combination with 
Zhu, does not show or suggest the embodiments as claimed. 

Applicants respectfully assert that the combination of Zhu and Definition 
does not teach, disclose or suggest the claimed embodiments of the present 
invention as recited in independent Claims 1,16 and 30, that these claims 
overcome the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), and that these claims are thus 
in a condition for allowance. Therefore, Applicants respectfully submit that the 
combination of Zhu and Definition also does not teach or suggest the additional 

claimed features of the present invention as recited in Claims 2-5, 7, 8, 11, 13 

App. No.: 10/616,680 Examiner: Hoffman, B. 

- 13- Art Unit: 2136 



and 14 that depend from independent Claim 1, Claims 17 and 19-22 that depend 
from independent Claim 16, and Claims 36, 37 and 44 that depend from 
independent Claim 30. Therefore, Applicants respectfully submit that Claims 2-5, 
7, 8, 11-14, 17, 19-22, 36, 37 and 44 also overcome the rejection under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a), and are in a condition for allowance as being dependent on an 
allowable base claim. 

35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) - 6, 9, 10, 15, 17, 18, 23-29, 31-35 and 38-43 
Claims 6, 9, 10, 15, 17, 18, 23-29, 31-35 and 38-43 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zhu in view of Definition, further in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 6,963,972 by Chang et al., hereinafter referred to as the 
"Chang" reference. Applicants have reviewed Zhu, definition and Chang, and 
respectfully submit that the embodiments of the present invention as recited in 
Claims 6, 9, 10, 15, 17, 18, 23-29, 31-35 and 38-43 are patentable over the 
combination of Zhu, Definition and Chang for at least the following rationale. 

Claims 6, 9, 10 and 15 are dependent on independent Claim 1 and include 
the recitations of Claim 1, Claims 17, 18 and 23-29 are dependent on 
independent Claim 16 and include the recitations of Claim 16, and Claims 31-35 
and 38-43 are dependent on independent Claim 30 and include the recitations of 
Claim 30. Hence, by demonstrating that Zhu, Definition and Chang do not show 
or suggest the embodiments of Claims 1,16 and 30, it is also demonstrated that 
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Zhu, Definition and Chang do not sinow or suggest the embodiments of Claims 6, 
9, 10, 15, 17, 18, 23-29, 31-35 and 38-43. 



As described above. Applicants respectfully submit that the combination of 
Zhu and Definition does not teach, describe or suggest "separating an amount of 
data into segments comprising a plurality of truncatable units, wherein a 
truncatable unit is a portion of a packet pavload that can be truncated from said 
packet payload " (emphasis added) as claimed. 

Further, Applicants respectfully submit that the combination of Zhu, 
Definition and Chang fails to teach or suggest this claim limitation because 
Chang does not overcome the shortcomings of Zhu and Definition. Applicants 
understand Chang to disclose a method and apparatus for networked information 
dissemination through secure transcoding (Title). More particularly. Applicants 
respectfully submit that Chang is silent as to the use of "segments" and 
"truncatable units" as claimed. Therefore, Applicants respectfully submit that 
Change does not teach, describe or suggest "separating an amount of data into 
segments comprising a plurality of truncatable units, wherein a truncatable unit is 
a portion of a packet pavload that can be truncated from said packet pavload ". 
(emphasis added) as claimed. 



Applicants respectfully assert that the combination of Zhu, Definition and 

Chang does not teach, disclose or suggest the claimed embodiments of the 

App. No.: 10/616,680 Examiner: Hoffman, B. 

- 15- Art Unit: 2136 



present invention as recited in independent Claims 1,16 and 30, that these 
claims overcome the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), and that these claims 
are thus in a condition for allowance. Applicants respectfully submit that the 
combination of Zhu, Definition and Chang also does not teach or suggest the 
additional claimed features of the present invention as recited in Claims 6, 9, 10 
and 15 that depend from independent Claim 1, Claims 17, 18 and 23-29 that 
depend from independent Claim 16, and Claims 31-35 and 38-43 that depend 
from independent Claim 30. Therefore, Applicants respectfully submit that 
Claims 6, 9, 10, 15, 17, 18, 23-29, 31-35 and 38-43 also overcome the rejection 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), and are in a condition for allowance as being 
dependent on an allowable base claim. 
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CONCLUSION 

Based on the arguments presented above, Applicants respectfully assert 
that Claims 1-11 and 13-44 overcome the rejections of record and, therefore. 
Applicants respectfully solicit allowance of these Claims. 



Respectfully submitted, 
Wagner Blecher L.L.P. 



Dated: 09/19/2008 /John P. Wagner Jr./ 

John P. Wagner, Jr. 
Registration No. 35,398 

Address: WAGNER BLECHER LLP 

Westridge Business Park 
123 Westridge Drive 
Watsonville, California 95076 
(408) 377-0500 
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